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of our shuttle workforce, and move
ahead with the shuttle’s successor.
These objectives are compatible, desir-
able, and overlap with the President’s
stated intentions to strengthen tech-
nology as our economic base.

In conclusion, I call on the leaders of
this body to revamp the NASA budget
and to think about the implications
should we travel down the path as cur-
rently set. America can do better, and
future generations of Americans de-
serve better.

——

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WOOLSEY)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Ms. WOOLSEY addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

——————

IN SUPPORT OF 2009
SUPPLEMENTAL BILL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. KLEIN) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. KLEIN of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 1
rise today to lend my strong support
for the supplemental aid funding that
the House will be considering this
week. This bill represents account-
ability to the taxpayers and a robust
commitment to our national security
and stability around the world.

In December, I had the privilege of
visiting with our troops and military
leaders in Afghanistan. I met with
Americans who are doing incredible
work to help the Afghani people take
ownership of their economy and pro-
vide security in their neighborhoods.
The administration’s plan for re-
focusing our attention on Afghanistan
incorporates both the U.S. military
component but also builds up training
for the Afghan military and police,
government reforms, funding for eco-
nomic development, and training of the
Afghan people to grow alternative
crops and build roads and irrigation
systems.

I want to ensure that our troops in
Afghanistan are as safe as possible.
Therefore, I'm proud to support the fis-
cal 2009 supplemental bill which in-
cludes $2.2 billion more than requested
for mine-resistant, ambush-protected
vehicles to protect our troops. Not only
is it imperative that we provide serv-
icemembers everything they need to
complete their mission safely, we must
also provide them with everything they
have earned upon their return to civil-
ian life.

Our troops and their families have
given everything to this mission. We
know that some of our troops have
missed family milestones, others have
suffered financial setbacks, and many
others have experienced psychological
trauma. This bill provides for expanded
counseling services, state-of-the-art
equipment for our wounded warriors,
and funds to reintegrate our troops
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back into civilian life and the work-
force when they return home.

Some members of the military were
told that their service would last a cer-
tain amount of time, and then they
were told that they would be ‘‘stop-
lossed’’—that means that their tour
would be extended. To me, this shows a
certain amount of disrespect for those
who put on the uniform. It was a dif-
ficult decision to ask them to go back,
but there also needs to be a sense of
fairness on how they’re compensated
for that. It doesn’t help their readiness
or our readiness for our national secu-
rity to have low morale among our
troops. That is why I am very proud
that this supplemental retroactively
pays servicemembers and veterans $500
for every month that they’ve served
under stop-loss orders since 2001. This
is long overdue, and it’s the right thing
to do.

Our troops in Afghanistan will also
be safer if we find regional solutions;
that will include strengthening our
current initiatives in Pakistan. Re-
cently, General Petraeus, who is doing
an excellent job for us, came to Palm
Beach County in Florida in my dis-
trict. We talked about it, and he told
me—and I think we all understand this,
as members of the Foreign Affairs
Committee, that Pakistan and Afghan-
istan have become a single threat and
a single issue because of this threat.

Training the Pakistani security
forces to confront the Taliban will help
the Pakistani Government regain its
foothold and prevent it from being a
failed state, which is an unacceptable
threat to us and the region. This could
not be more urgent. Our aid must com-
municate security priorities, including
the Pakistani Government’s assurances
to safeguard the border of Pakistan
and Afghanistan, and also to secure the
nuclear facilities and weapons that
they have.

Lastly, I would like to touch upon
how the supplemental aid bill treats
aid to the Middle East.

President Obama, Secretary Clinton,
and Special Envoy Mitchell have pro-
vided U.S. leadership in the region to
advance the causes of peace and secu-
rity. However, the engagement would
become more difficult if the Palestin-
ians were to form a national unity gov-
ernment, including Hamas.

I support our current policy—no aid
to terrorist organizations, no aid to
any group that incites violence, pro-
motes and implements terrorist at-
tacks, and kidnaps young men without
regard to human rights. This bill that
we’re considering is clear: no aid to
Hamas.

In the event that a unity government
denounces violence, abides by PLO and
PA agreements, and recognizes Israel
as a Jewish state, then we can start the
conversation about aid. In that case,
according to this bill, if the President
can certify that these conditions have
been met, then aid can be released to
the unity government and only under
those circumstances.
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Furthermore, current restrictions
maintain that U.S. taxpayer funds to
the U.N. Relief and Works Agency,
UNRWA, which administers aid to Pal-
estinian refugees, may not be used or
diverted to fund terrorism or any ac-
tivities of a terrorist group. I would
urge the State Department to ensure
that these restrictions are followed in
both the letter and the spirit of the
law, and to remain absolutely vigilant
in investigating any possible infrac-
tions.

Finally, I would like to continue to
bring attention to the cause of Gilad
Shalit, who remains captive by Hamas.
He was kidnapped in 2006. I urge all in-
terested parties, including Egypt, to
use their influence to ensure his safe
return. Though not included in the leg-
islative language, I urge the State De-
partment to make it clear to all aid re-
cipients of this bill that Gilad’s return
remains a foreign policy priority.

Mr. Speaker, I conclude and ask for
this legislation to be adopted by this
House to send a strong message to our
troops.

——

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. BURTON of Indiana addressed
the House. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)

——————

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. DEFAZIO addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

—————

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Kansas (Mr. MORAN) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. MORAN of Kansas addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

———————

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WATSON) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Ms. WATSON addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

————

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. GINGREY) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. GINGREY of Georgia addressed
the House. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)

———

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Nebraska (Mr.
FORTENBERRY) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.
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(Mr. FORTENBERRY addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

——

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

(Ms. KAPTUR addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

——

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
SESTAK) is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. SESTAK addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

————

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr.
MCHENRY) is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. MCHENRY addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

——
CAP-AND-TRADE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 2009, the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. AKIN) is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader.

Mr. AKIN. Mr. Speaker, it is a pleas-
ure to join you this evening here in the
Chamber and talk for a while about
what I think a very interesting subject
to many, many Americans. If they’re
not interested in it now, they will be
rapidly as this issue develops here in
Washington, D.C.

What we’re talking about is, most
specifically, the background on a thing
that’s called cap-and-trade or cap-and-
tax. And ‘‘cap-and-tax’ is probably a
better name for it because what we’re
talking about is a very, very large tax
increase that is to be justified because
of the great danger, the imminent peril
that is created by global warming—al-
though that has now been called some-
times ‘‘climate change,” or global
warming, or other various names. And
soon the Legislature is going to actu-
ally be doing the debating and the vot-
ing on this very, very large tax in-
crease.

Now, the President promised people
that there would be no one making
$250,000 or less who is going to get any
tax increases. But, unfortunately, this
tax increase hits all Americans; even
the average household will be paying
thousands of dollars more.

The President promised that nobody
making $250,000 or less was going to get
any tax increases. Well, we have seen
that is not true, and particularly with
this cap-and-tax situation, the tax on
all kinds of people in the country. In
fact, every time you turn a light
switch on, you would be paying a tax.
So I don’t think we can take the Presi-
dent seriously on that promise.
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Now, the justification for this very
large tax increase is the popular sub-
ject of global warming, or climate
change, or whatever. And that is the
general idea that mankind is making
CO,—that’s the product of burning
something. When you burn something,
the oxygen in the atmosphere combines
with the fuel and it makes CO,. It’s the
bubbles in soda pop. So we drink CO,,
as a matter of fact. And in a sense, the
soda pop manufacturer is sequestering
the CO; in bottles of soda pop and you
are letting it loose when you open the
can. Anyway, the theory is that CO, is
the culprit, and therefore we have to
reduce the amount of CO,. And so this
tax is being justified to reduce CO, so
the planet won’t burn up. That’s the
fast version of it.

So what I thought I would do this
evening is to give just a little bit of a
historic perspective because sometimes
when you go into one of these debates,
it’s interesting to take a look and see,
you know, are we the first people that
have ever been talking about this, or is
there a historic perspective of some
kind on it? And I found that the his-
toric perspective here is somewhat
amusing and kind of interesting. So
I’'m going to take you back to the year
1920. At that time, in 1920, the news-
papers were filled with scientific warn-
ings of a fast-approaching glacial age.
So in 1920, the scientists were saying
that the planet was going to get really
cold, there was going to be glaciers
running around all over, so we need to
be prepared for very wintry weather be-
cause there are glaciers that are going
to blow around. So that is 1920.

1930s; the predominant scientists at
the time reversed themselves to the
fact that in the near future there is
going to be what they called ‘‘serious
global warming.” So from the twenties
to the thirties, the scientists changed.
In 1972, Time magazine cited numerous
scientific reports of imminent ‘‘run-
away glacial activities.” So now we’ve
gone from global warming to glacial
activities again in 1972.

In 1975, Newsweek says, Scientific
evidence of a great ice age, and we were
being called to stockpile food, that
maybe what we should be considering
doing was melting the ice packs, the
icecaps at the North and South Poles
to try to stop this tremendous ice age
that was coming in 1972 and 1975. But
in 1976, the U.S. Government says the
Earth is headed into some sort of mini-
ice age.
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So this was continued through the
seventies, and now we’ve gone back to
global warming.

So over a period of the last hundred
years or so, the major scientists—at
least the ones that were talking out on
this subject—have reversed themselves
three times. I think it gives us some
cause to be a little cautious before we
jump into a massive tax increase to
deal with a problem that has been com-
ing around for the last 100 years, either
getting too hot or too cold.
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Now there were statements made
today that say that there is complete
agreement that we have global warm-
ing and all of the major scientists all
agree and the time for debate is over.
Particularly, I'm quoting, in 1992,
going back to 92, Al Gore made this
statement, quote, Only an insignificant
fraction of scientists deny the global
warming crisis. The time for debate is
over.

Let’s do this quote again. 1992, Al
Gore says, “‘Only an insignificant frac-
tion of scientists deny the global
warming crisis. The time for debate is
over.” Yet in that same year a Gallup
poll said that 53 percent of scientists
involved—these are the scientists that
are involved in the climate change de-
bates and questions—only 53 percent of
them didn’t agree that there was going
to be global warming, 30 percent
weren’t sure, and only 17 percent be-
lieved that global warming had begun
in the year 1992.

Moving closer to our own time pe-
riod, just last year you have in The
Wall Street Journal a report by an MIT
professor, Richard Lindzen, says—this
is his quote, There is no consensus on
global warming.

Now when he made that statement,
boy, did he get beat up. All the media
and all kinds of people were all over
him saying, that was a reckless thing
to say that there’s no consensus on the
subject, which 1led him, after he’d
taken a tremendous amount of polit-
ical flak, to say that it seems that
global warming is more of a political
issue than it is a scientific or technical
one. And that was the professor from
MIT’s opinion in that regard.

So that’s just to try to give us a lit-
tle bit of an introduction to obviously
what is a controversial question. Even
if global warming were widely believed
to be true by scientists, then there are
a whole series of other questions that
have to be asked. Can we do anything
about it? Should we pass a huge and
massive tax increase? Is that nec-
essary? So that’s what we’re going to
talk about.

We’re joined, as usual, by some really
capable people that have taken some
time to look into this issue, and I am
absolutely delighted to introduce one
of those to you now, and that is Con-
gressman LATTA from Ohio.

Mr. LATTA. Congressman, thank you
very much for hosting this extremely
important Special Order tonight on
cap-and-tax. It’s an issue that I think
every American had better learn about
quickly.

I did a teletown hall last night, and
we discussed it quite a bit because in
my area we’re hurting. Just to kind of
give you a little bit of background on
my area, according to the National
Manufacturers Association, I represent
the largest manufacturing district in
the State of Ohio. Last summer I rep-
resented the ninth largest in Congress,
but because of what’s happened with
the economy and jobs, I now represent
the 13th largest manufacturing district
in Congress.



		Superintendent of Documents
	2019-05-03T12:08:56-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




